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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-14 are pending. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

2. The information disclosure statement (IDS) submitted on September 25, 2003 
was filed before First Action. The submission is in compliance with the provisions of 37 
CFR 1.97. Accordingly, the information disclosure statement is being considered by the 
examiner. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

3. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claim 1-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention 
is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

MPEP 2106 IV.B.2.(b) 

A claim that requires one or more acts to be performed defines a process. 
However, not all processes are statutory under 35 U.S.C. 101. Schrader, 22 F.3d at 
296, 30 USPQ2d at 1460. To be statutory, a claimed computer-related process must 
either: (A) result in a physical transformation outside the computer for which a practical 
application is either disclosed in the specification or would have been known to a skilled 
artisan, or (B) be limited to a practical application . 

Claims 1,12,14 in view of the above cited MPEP sections, are not statutory 
because they merely recite a number of computing steps without producing any tangible 
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result and/or being limited to a practical application. The claim language recites 
"providing a set of schema instructions defining a database structure according to a 
preexisting schema", "providing a corresponding set of schema instructions defining the 
database according to a modified schema", "parsing the schema instructions for both 
the preexisting schema and the modified schema", "comparing the two logical syntax 
trees to generate a set of differences", and "generating from the differences a set of 
database modification commands". The claim does not provide a concrete result as it 
does not store or display the results to the user. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-5,12-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 

over US Patent Number 6,826,568 issued to Toshiyuki Karino ("Karino") and US 

Patent Number 6, 826,568 issued to Phillip A. Bernstein et al ("Bernstein"). 

As per claim 1,12,14 Karin teaches: 

a method for modifying a database structure, the database being defined at least partly 
by commands that define a database schema containing tables with fields that have 
attributes (see abstract); 
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providing a set of schema instructions defining a database structure according to a 
preexisting schema (column 2, lines 60-61 , old schema information); 
providing a corresponding set of schema instructions defining the database according to 
a modified schema (column 2, lines 60-62); 

parsing the schema instructions for both the preexisting schema and the modified 
schema (column 2, lines 60-64) ... , to generate a set of differences between said 
structure types and attributes of the subset (column 3, lines 7-17); 
generating from the differences a set of database modification commands for altering a 
database according to the preexisting schema, to a database according to the modified 
schema, with respect to the structure types and attributes of the subset (column 3, lines 
33-40, 50-55). 

Karino does not explicitly teach so as to produce two logical syntax trees wherein 
the database structure is defined by at least a subset of structure types and attributes of 
which at least one differs between the preexisting schema and the modified schema 
however Bernstein does teach this limitation (column 17, lines 18-30). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention combine the 
cited references to provide a complete general purpose schema matching solution 
which is fast enough to use in real-time (column 4, lines 53-column 5, lines 2). 



As per claim 2, same as claim arguments above and Bernstein teaches: 
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wherein the database structure is defined by an access and query language that defines 
tables of variables having labels and field characteristics (column 6, lines 20-25). 
As per claim 3, same as claim arguments above and Bernstein teaches: 
wherein the database structure is defined by ANSI structured query language (SQL) 
(column 6, lines 20-25). 

As per claims 4,13 same as claim arguments above and Karino teaches: 

selected from the group consisting of: association of variable values with a key variable, 

association of variable values in at least one table, table name and labeling, variable 

name and labeling, aliases, table type, variable type, table dimensions; field length; 

variable numeric format; variable string format, identification of key variables, conditions 

for uniqueness, conditions for null-ability, and, default values (column 3, lines 7-18). 

As per claim 5, same as claim arguments above and Karino teaches: 

wherein the schema instructions defining the database structure according to the 

preexisting schema are derived from an operational database, and further comprising 

the step of modifying the operational database by applying the database modification 

commands thereto (column 3, lines 50-55). 

Claims 6-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US 
Patent Number 6,826,568 issued to Toshiyuki Karino ("Karino") and US Patent 
Number 6, 826,568 issued to Phillip A. Bernstein et al ("Bernstein") in view of US 
Patent Application Publication 2003/0172368 issued to Alumbaugh et al 
("Alumbaugh"). 
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As per claim 6, same as claim arguments above and Karino and Bernstein do not 
explicitly teach identifying at least one ambiguity in said comparing of the two logical 
syntax trees to generate the set of differences between said structure types and 
attributes of the subset and presenting said ambiguity to a user for resolution. 

Alumbaugh does teach identifying at least one ambiguity in said comparing of the two 
logical syntax trees to generate the set of differences between said structure types and 
attributes of the subset (paragraph 234, lines 35-43) and presenting said ambiguity to a 
user for resolution (paragraph 234, lines 44-45 and Figure 4, #15), accepting an input 
from the user for resolving the ambiguity(paragraph 264), and wherein said generating 
of the database modification commands is at least partly based on said input from the 
user (paragraph 265). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to combine the cited references to efficiently and dynamically 
analyze changes to data source (abstract). 

As per claim 7, same as claim arguments above and Alumbaugh teaches: 
wherein the set of differences are stored in a log file and wherein presenting the 
ambiguity comprises at least one of displaying and sending the log file to a user 
(paragraph 238). 

As per claim 8, same as claim arguments above and Alumbaugh teaches: 

further comprising recording a log containing a representation of at least one of said 

differences and said input from the user paragraph 238). 
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Claims 9-11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US 
Patent Number 6,826,568 issued to Toshiyuki Karino ("Karino") and US Patent 
Number 6, 826,568 issued to Phillip A. Bernstein et al ("Bernstein") in view of US 
Patent Application Publication 2003/0172368 issued to Alumbaugh et al 
("Alumbaugh") and further in view of US Patent Application Number 6,460,041) 
Steven D. Lloyd ("Lloyd"). 

As per claim 9, same as claim arguments above and Karino, Bernstein and Alumbaugh 
do not explicitly teach wherein the ambiguity comprises a choice between one of at 
least two alternative database structures that comply with the modified schema. Lloyd 
does teach this limitation at column 7, lines 54-56. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art the time of the invention to combine the cited references to 
provide efficient means to manipulate schema. 

As per claim 10, same as claim arguments above and Karino, Bernstein and 
Alumbaugh do not explicitly teach wherein the ambiguity comprises a choice between 
one of at least two alternative modifications to the preexisting schema that proceed 
toward the modified schema. Lloyd does teach this limitation at column 7, lines 52-64. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art the time of the invention to 
combine the cited references to provide efficient means to manipulate schema. 
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As per claim 1 1 , same as claim arguments above and Karino, Bernstein and 
Alumbaugh do not explicitly teach wherein the ambiguity comprises a choice between 
renaming at least one of a table and a variable in a table, versus deleting and replacing 
at least one of said table and the variable in said table. Lloyd does teach this limitation 
at column 7, lines 52 - column 8, Iine3. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art the time of the invention to combine the cited references to provide 
efficient means to manipulate schema. 
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Contact Information 



5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Susan Rayyan whose telephone number is (571 ) 272- 
1675. The examiner can normally be reached M-F: 8am - 4:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Breene can be reached on (571) 272-4107. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872- 
9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR 
only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Susan Rayyan 




April 17, 2006 




